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Cases Reported this Week. 


New Nimrod Co. (Lim.) v. Peruvian Pacific Railway (Lim.), 
International Construction and Finance Syndicate (Lim.), 
and Joseph Crankshaw 787 





Current Topics. 


The New County Court Judge. 

Ir 1s announced that Mr. Atrrep H. Ruxrae, K.C., has been 
—- Judge of County Courts on the Staffordshire Circuit 
(No. 26), in place of the late Judge Mutnotranp. Mr. Ruzae 
was called to the bar in 1877, and was created a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1895. He is the author of a treatise on the Workmen’s 
Compensation Acts which has passed through several editions. 


Mr. Arthur Burrows. 

ConeraTuLaTions are due to Mr. Arrnur Burrows, who 
attained the age of ninety-five this week, and is still, happily, 
practising at the bar. He was called in 1836 and has been for 
many years one of the conveyancing counsel to the court. It 
is interesting to note that we thus have among us a conveyancer 
who as a student saw the passing of the Fines and Recoveries 
Act, and the first Real Property Limitation Act, and who has 
practised also for a quarter of a century under the system of 
emp cw g der weny by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and 
the Settled Land Act, 1882. Conveyancing may have lost some 
of the complexity of the times of Preston and Burizr, but 
a ow ng intended to simplify it has not failed to introduce 
subtleties of its own—witness the compound settlement—and as 
long as private property endures there will be room for the con- 
veyancer’s art. 


The Legislation of the Year. 


PaRLiaMENT has at length completed the legislative output of 
the year, and the aggregate of new statutes is considerable, 
though it is quite possible that the speed at which the machine 
has worked during the last fortnight will have furnished work 
for the courts and occasion for amending Acts. Among the most 
noteworthy of the new measures are the Oourt of Orimi 
Ap Act, the Companies Act, the Patent Law Amendment 
and Consolidation Acts, and the Small Holdings Act. The 
Marriage with a Deceased Wife’s Sister Act has also to be 
credited to the activity of the ar maaan and though the 
Conveyancing and Settled Land Bills have not been proceeded 
with, the Married Women’s Property Act removes at last a 
serious and continual cause of trouble and expense in con- 
veyancing. 


The Hague Conference. 

Tue reports of The Hague Conference continue to furnish 
matter of great interest—in icular in regard to the pespesen 
International Prize Court and the Permanent Court of Arbitration. 





At present prize law is municipal, and each nation acts on the 
44 
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rules which it has evolved, though doubtless not without regard 
to the rules which prevail elsewhere. And Lord Stowsg11, who 
was the founder of our prize law, strove anxiously to adopt 
rules which should be just as between one nation and another. 
An International Prize Court could hardly fail to carry on the 
same work. The scheme which has been evolved in committee, 
and has received the sanction of Great Britain, Germany, the 
United States, and France, provides foran appeal from the national 
courts to the International Court, and such appeals may be bya 
nation or by an individual, though in the latter case the appel- 
lant’s state would be at liberty to intervene and prevent the 
appeal or prosecute it for him. The judges are to be “ juris- 
consults of recognized competence in questions of maritime 
international law,” the eight leading Powers each appointing 
one, and the others appointing in rotation. As regards the 
proposed permanent court it seems that difficulty is likely to 
arise in regard to its constitution by reason of some of the 
smaller Powers—in particular, South American Powers—object- 
ing to a distribution of national representation on the bench based 
on the relative importance of nations. It is certainly a plausible 
argument that in such a court the selection of the judges should 
not depend on the wealth or power of the possible litigants, 
though it may be impracticable, under the circumstances, to 
overlook such considerations. 


The New Companies Act. 


Tue Companies Bill received comparatively little amendment 
in the House of Commons, and, as the amendments have been 
accepted by the House of Lords, it has been possible to include 
it as one of the statutes of the session. The clause which 
allowed of the issue of shares at a discount where a company 
has carried on business for two years has been struck out, and 
a new clause has been inserted intended to give creditors 
greater control in a voluntary winding up. One of the 
leading features of the measure is its recognition of private 
companies, and the maximum number of members for such a 
company has been increased to fifty, but this is to be exclusive of 
persons who are in the employment of the company. A further 
provision has been added that in the case of a private company 
the statutory minimum shall be two members instead of seven. 
The measure contains power for companies to reissue 
debentures in certain cases, and hence the necessity for pro- 
ceeding with Lord Avesury’s Bill has been avoided, but it is 
unfortunate that it was not passed in time to enable the whole 
of the statute law relating to companies to be included, as 
intended, in a Consolidation Act. Doubtless this will be done 
next year. 


The Deceased Wife’s Sister Act. 


THE LEGALIZATION of marriage with a sister of a deceased wife 
will be, on the whole, the most far-reaching and picturesque 
result of the present session of Parliament; an agitation that 
has been going on since 1835 will at last have been successful in 
gaining its object. The alteration made in the law is no mere 
technical matter of form, no mere matter of benefiting or 
indemnifying a class,and no mere experiment in legislation ; but 
closely affects a matter of social interest, and thus appeals forcibly 
to every class in the community. In addition to this general 
interest, the reform is also of special interest to lawyers who 
regard law as something more than a collection of empirical 
rules. Legislation of a similar kind has taken place in 
many of the autonomous dominions oversea, and the final 
success of the movement for reform in England has probably 
been largely due to the example already set by colonial 
legislatures, particularly the Australian legislatures. Now that 
the United Kingdom has come into line with the oversea 
dominions on this point there will be less difficulty, when the time 
for making the attempt arrives, in bringing the marriage and 
divorce laws of the British Empire into something like harmony. 
The case of the sister of the deceased wife has so far been regarded 
a8 & case requiring exceptional treatment, but it seems possible 
that some enterprizing reformer may conceive the notion of 
legislating in accordance with some general principle instead 
of merely providing for special cases. The wile’s niece and the 


husband’s brother may be thought to deserve consideration 
equally with the wife’s sister. Th 


ese would all be placed on 





language it may occur to would-be reformers that a man’s or 


woman’s connections by marriage are not for the future to be 
regarded in the light of his or her relations by blood. Ag 
present affinity (with the new exception of the wife’s sister) is ag 
efficacious a bar to inter-marriage as consanguinity. 


Nuisance Caused by Early Workers. 


THE RELUCTANCE with which Londoners leave their rooms at 
an early hour of the morning is illustrated by the case of Siw 
and Wife v. Bywater & Sons (Limited), decided on 10th July by the 
Court of Appeal. The defendants, who were builders, had con- 
tracted to remove a strong room, built of solid masonry, and 
forming part of premises in Bond-street which were occupied ag 
a separate tenement. The upper part of these premises belonged 
to the plaintiffs, and was used as a hotel, and they brought 
their action for a nuisance, complaining that the defendants’ 
workmen began work at 6.30 in the morning, and that the noise 
caused by their picks and shovels disturbed the comfort of those 
in the hotel. The Court of Appeal, reversing the judgment of 
the court below, held that there was no evidence of an action- 
able nuisance ; in a place like London every person was bound 
to submit to sounds and noises of all kinds which he might not 
be liable to elsewhere. It was suggested that it was not reason- 
able for the workmen to commence their labours so early ag 
half-past six in the morning. But half-past six in the morning 
during the summer months was the customary hour for building 
operations to commence, and the builders appeared to have 
exercised reasonable care in the execution of their contract, 
It was obvious that every person who took a house was 
liable to the risk that he might suffer annoyance by reason 
of building operations being carried on upon adjacent premises, 
even where operations were carried out with reasonable care 
and skill, We must express our hearty agreement with this 
judgment. The noise in great towns may be an evil, but the 
abolition of early rising would be a poor substitute for any part 
of this evil. A Bill for the prevention of labour before the 
hour of 8 a.m. could easily be drafted, but a Legislature which 
would give serious consideration to such a measure could hardly 
be found. As to our common law, which is supposed to have 
come to us from early times, we are disposed to agree with a 
statement which has recently been made, that in the Middle 
Ages a man who lived next door to a smith or carpenter could 
never get away from the nuisance till he died, or until he killed 
the smith or carpenter. 


Declaration of Right to Assign. 


A case of some importance on the right of a lessee to assign 
a lease containing the usual covenant against assignment with- 
out the lessor’s consent unless unreasonably withheld was 
decided by Swinrzn Eapy, J., in Jenkins v. Price (1907, 2 Ch, 
229). It is provided by section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1892, that where a lease contains such a covenant it ‘‘ shall, unless 
the lease contains an expressed (sic) provision to the contrary, 
be deemed to be subject to a proviso to the effect that no fine or 
sum of money in the nature of a fine shall be payable for or in 
respect of such licence or consent.” In Jenkins v. Price (supra) 
the lessee of a public-house, held at a rent of £100 for a term 
of fourteen years, of which twelve were unexpired, proposed 
to assign to a brewery company. The lessor objected 
to have the house tied to a brewery, as he considered 
that this would depreciate its value, and he refused his 
consent to the assignment unless the rent was increased to 
£125 and the term extended from twelve to twenty-one years. 
The lessee thereupon brought the action for a declaration that 
the lessor was not entitled to impose this condition, and that she 
was entitled to assign the lease to the brewery company without 
further consent. To this declaration Swisren Eapy, J., held 
that the lessee was entitled. The lessor, although from his 
point of view not acting in a manner which was unjustified, 
was, in asking for an increased rent, asking for a sum in 
the nature of a fine as the price of his consent, and since 
this was in onpentes to the statutory proviso which was 
to be read into lease, the withholding of the consent was 
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the same footing in this respect if the principle of regarding be 
affinity as, for the purpose of inter-marriage, equivalent to © 
consanguinity were abrogated. In plainer and non-technical © 
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gnreasonable, and the lessee, in accordance with Treloar v. 
Bigge (L. R. 9 Ex. 151), was entitled to assign without further 
gonsent. But it is singular that the learned judge, having 
arrived at the conclusion that the lessee was entitled to a 
declaration on this footing, held further that he could not give 
her any costs. This was on the ground that the unreasonable 
refusal released the restriction against assigning, but did not 
give the lessee any cause of action. No reference appears to 
have been made to the case of Young v. Ashley Gardens Properties 
(Limited) (1903, 2 Ch. 111), in which a similar declaratory order 
was made, and in which the costs of the action were imposed on 
the lessor by Joyor, J., and the costs of an unsuccessful appeal 
were imposed on him by the Court of Appeal. In that case it 
does not seem to have been suggested that the plaintiff, although 
entitled to a declaration, had no cause of action so as to have no 
claim to costs. It seems safe to assume that in any future case 
Young v. Ashley Gardens Properties (Limited) will govern the 
question of costs, and not Jenkins v. Price. 


Costs of Administration of Real Estate. 


Unver Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, real estate of 
a deceased person vests in the personal representatives, and the 
costs of administering such estate appear to be “ testamentary 
expenses ;’’ but by a somewhat singular application of the rules 
of the court as to the costs of administration, these costs are not 
thrown on the personal estate by an express direction in the will 
that testamentary expenses shall be paid out of personal estate. 
In Patching v. Barnett (1907, 2 Ch. 154m, 51 L. J. Ch. 74) it was 
laid down in the Court of Appeal that where an administration 
action relates both to real and personal estate, the general costs 
of the suit are borne by the personal estate, and the real estate 
bears only the increased costs occasioned by the administration 
of that estate (see Re Middleton, 19 Oh. D. 552); and the rule 
was applied in Patching v. Harnett, notwithstanding that the 
testator had directed that his testamentary expenses should 
be paid out of his personal estate. This case was decided in 
1873, so that the executors as such did not take the real 
estate, and there was ground for saying that the expression 
“testamentary expenses’’ did not include the costs of the real 
estate. As just pointed out, the Land Transfer Act, 1897, has 
made a change in the meaning of the expression, but it was 
expressly enacted by the proviso to section 2 (3) that nothing in 
the Act was to alter the order in which real and personal assets 
were then applicable in or towards the payment of (inter alia) 
testamentary expenses; and in Re Jones (1902, 1 Ch. 92) it was 
held accordingly that the Act had not affected the rule that the 
costs of an administration action, so far as they had been 
increased by the administration of the real estate, were to be 
borne by the real estate. It has also been recently held by 
Kexewion, J., in Re Betts (1907, 2 Ch. 149), that the result is 
the same notwithstanding that the testator has, as in Patching 
v. Barnett (supra), expressly directed that testamentary expenses 
shall be paid out of personal estate. This is to be taken to 
refer only to such part of the testamentary expenses as in the 
ordinary course would be borne by the personal estate. In effect, 
that is, the words are surplusage, and if the ordinary rule is to 
be overridden this must be done by special direction to that 
effect. In Re Betts there was au intestacy as to the real estate 
in consequence of the death of the devisee in the lifetime of the 
testatrix, and an inquiry as to her heir-at-law was directed. 
The costs of the inquiry had to borne by the real estate. 


Australia and New Zealand as Described by Lord 
Stowell, 

We ane afraid that there is sometimes dull reading in the 
law reports, but it must be confessed that they cccasionally 
afford striking proof of the progress which two or three genera- 
tions have made in the settlement of remote parts of the globe. 
The case of Zhe Minerva (1 Haggard Adm. 847) was decided 
by Lord Srowgr1 in 1825. It was an action by a mariner for 
wages due under his contract with the shipowners, the defence 
being that he had been guilty of desertion. He had been 
hired in London for a voyage to New South Wales and India, 
“or elsewhere.” The master of the vessel, after its arrival at 


Port Jackson, proposed to start on a voyage to New Zealand, 
and the plaintiff, who alleged that the words “‘or elsewhere” 
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were obscurely written after the word ‘‘ India,” refused to take 
part in the voyage. Lord Srowsi., who considered that the 
— had been unfairly treated, speaks of the trade to New 

uth Wales as follows: “The trade . . consists in the 
conveyance of persons whose offences render it unadvisablé to 
permit them to remain in this country to a very remote settle- 
ment latterly formed, where they are to continue, according to 
the proportion of their offences, either for their lives or for 
a limited duration of years.” After some further reference to 
those whom he calls ‘‘ compelled settlers,” Lord Stowz.t speaks 
of the ship’s voyage as follows: ‘ From Port Jackson they pro- 
ceeded in search of a cargo to New Zealand, where not a man 
ventures to land for fear of being made a meal’s meat of by the 
cannibal inhabitants, as they are represented to be.” Lord 
Srowz.. would surely have treated vith dignified scorn a pre- 
diction that in 1907 the self-governed colonies of Australia and 
New Zealand would send their Premiers to attend a congress in 
this country, and—what he would consider quite as incredible 
—that our law libraries should contain reports of the decisions 
of the Supreme Courts of Australia and New Zealand. 








The Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893. 


IV. 
Ii.—Presgent Statutory Prorection (continued). 
(1) Proceedings in which Protection 1s Given (continued), 


Actions founded on tort: .not actions on contract.— Under 
the former law the protection was not available in actions 
founded on contract, express or implied. It was restricted to 
actions founded on tort: Davies vy. Mayor of Swansea (1853, 
8 Ex. 808); cf. Carr v. Royal Exchange Assurance (1862, 
31.L. J. Q. B. 93). And among such actions were reckoned 
those which were in substance founded on tort, though the 
plaintiff waived the tort and sued in assumpsit ; as where the 
action was for the recovery of money improperly demanded in 
apparent pursuance of statutory powers: Waterhouse v. Keen 
(1825, 4 B. & C. 200), Davis v. Curling (1845, 8 Q. B. 286), 
Midland Railway Co. v. Withington Local Board (1883, 
11 Q. B. D. 788). A penalty for non-performance of a statu- 
tory duty was akin to damages, and an action to recover it 
was within the protection: Lewis & Sons v. Swansea Cor- 
poration (1887, W. N., p. 234); but not an action to recover a 
penalty against a member of a local authority for acting when 
he was disqualified: Charlesworth v. Rudyard (1835, 1 C. M. 
& R. 896). 

The aoe rule as to actions founded on contract has been 
adopted in the application of the Act of 1893. The Act, said 
Romer, LJ., in Milford Docks Co. v. Milford Haven Urban 
District Council (1901, 65 J. P. 483), does not apply to actions 
for the price of goods sold and delivered and for work and 
labour done: it deals with cases of some wrong by a public 
authority: hence an action on a contract by a local authority 
to pay for repairs, if liability to repairs should be established, was 
not within the statute. Similarly an action for wrongful dis- 
missal is founded on breach of contract of service, .and is not 
within the statute : Clarke v. Lewisham District Council (1902, 
19 T. L. R. 62); ef. National Telephone Co. v. Kingston-wpon- 
Hull Corporation (1903, 1 L. G. R. 777). And it makes no 
difference that the contract was entered into in pursuance of a 
statutory duty. Hence a public body.is not entitled to protec- 
tion in an action by a builder to recover the cost of extra work : 
Sharpington v. Fulham Guardians (1904, 2 Ch. 449). Tt was 
suggested in Lyles v. Southend Corporation (1905, 2 K. B. 1) 
that an action by a passenger on a .municipal tramway in 
respect of injuries received might for this purpose be an action 
founded on contract.if he held a ticket issued subject to special 
conditions; though not under an ordinary ticket. But in 
accordance with. Waterhouse v. Keen and the other cases just 
referred to, an action to recover improvement expenses unlaw- 
fully charged by a local authority is in substance founded on 
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tort and is within the Act: Cree v. St. Pancras Vestry (1899, } title to persons “acting in the execution of statutory and other 
1 Q. B. 693). public duties”—a phrase which means “ public duties whether 


Other actions which are excluded.—Under the former statutes 
the statutory protection did not apply to an action against a 
local authority to recover land: Foat v. Mayor of Margate 
(1883, 11 Q. B. D. 299); or to a claim for compensation under 
the Lands Clauses Act, 1845: Delaney v. Metropolitan Board 
of Works (1869, L. R. 3 C. P. 111). It applied, it was said 
in the former case, to some wrongful act for which compensa- 
tion could be made in damages, and did not extend to an action 
for a wholly different kind of relief—the recovery of land. 
These authorities seem to apply to the Act of 1893. And as 
under the former law the statutory protection does not extend 
to an action against a person acting in a corporate office with- 
out being qualified: Humphries v. Worwood (1895, 64 
L. J. Q. B. 436, on section 224 of the Municipal Corporations 
Act, 1882). And similarly proceedings for a Quo Warranto 
are not within the statute: Rex v. Carter.(1904, 68 J. P. 486). 
Since the statute only applies to actions brought against a per- 
son, it does not apply to an Admiralty action in rem, since 
personal defendants are not necessary parties to such a proceed- 
ing, although it is usual for the owners to appear and place 
themselves in the position of defendants: The Burns (1907, 
P. 137). 

(2) Persons in whose favour Protection is Given. 

The phrase “against any person” was frequently found in 
the earlier statutes, though some of them were restricted to 
specified classes of persons, such as magistrates (Justices Pro- 
tection Act, 1878), or members of local authorities, or their 
officers, or persons acting in their aid (Public Health Act, 1875). 
The word “ person,” of course, includes corporations, and the sta- 
tute applies both to local authorities and to their officers acting 
under their directions: Greenwell v. Howell (1900, 1 Q. B. 
535). It also applies to any person performing a statutory 
duty, such as a doctor giving notification of infectious disease : 
Salishury v. Gould (1904, 68 J. P. 158); and it would probably 
apply to any member of the public in the exercise of statutory 
powers of a public nature, such as the apprehension of persons 
found committing certain offences: see the Larceny Act, 1861 ; 
Chamberlain v. King (1871, L. R. 6 C. P. 474), and other cases 
on this statute referred to above. A person so acting would 
seem to be acting in the execution of a public duty. It 
applies to a volunteer officer in command of a regiment : 
Wilson v. Mackay (1905, 5th Ser. Sess. Cas. vii., 168), Under 
similar words in local and personal statutes, the protection ap- 
plied to corporations exercising statutory powers for their own 
private gain, as in the case of railway and other companies: 
Kent v. Great Western Railway Co. (1846, .4 D. & L. 491) ; 
and under some public general Acts, the protection applied to 
contractors executing works for their own private gain, under 
contract with, and under the superintendence of, a local 
authority. This was so under section 139 of the Public Health 
Act, 1848; Newton v. Ellis (1855, 5 E. & B. 115); but the 
words authorizing the extension to contractors were omitted in 
the Public Health Act, 1875, under which consequently con- 
tractors were excluded: Stringer v. Barker (1879, W. N., 
p. 127). In London the course of legislation was reversed, the 
Metronolitan Building Act, 1855. s. 108, being limited to 
officials (Wi/liame v. Golding, 1865, L. R. 1 C. P. 69), while 
the Metropolitan Management Amendment Act. 1862, s. 106, 
protected not only officials, but any persons acting under their 
directions, whether a person executing works for his own benefit 
under the authority of an inspector (Chambers v. Reid, 1866. 
13 L. T. 703). or a contractor executing works for the local 
authority (Poulson v. Thirst. 1867, L. R. 2 C. P. 449), though 
not a nerson performing sanitary works on his own account in 
compliance with notice: Doust v. Slater (1269.10 B.& 8. 400). 

Commercial companies and contractors now ercluded.—The 
words of the Act of 1293 refer to “any person” acting in pursu- 
ance of an Act of Parliament, and therefore upon the above de- 
cisions they might have been held to extend both to companies 
exercising statutory powers for purposes of gain, and to contrac- 
tors to public authorities. This wide reading of the Act has not 
been followed, mainly on account of the restriction implied in its 


statutory or otherwise” (per Kexewicn, J., in Attorney-General y, 
Margate Pier, &c., Co., 1900, 1 Ch. 749, at p. 754); see 
Fielding v. Morley (1899, 1 Ch. 1); and as to interpreting a 
statute by its title see Fenton v. Thorley & Co. (1903, A. C.,, 
p. 447); and it has been decided that it does not apply to rail- 
way and other companies which exercise statutory powers for 
their own private gain: Zhe Ydun (1899, P. 236, at p. 239), 
, Attorney-General v. Margate Pier, &c., Co.; or to a company 
which carries on a statutory undertaking as lessee of a muni- 
cipal corporation under the authority of the statute: Lyles vy. 
Southend Corporation (1905, 2 K. B. 1); nor does it extend to 
contractors doing for their own gain under contract with a local 
authority work which the local authority is by statute authorized 
to do: Kent County Council v. Folkestone Corporation (1905, 
1 K. B. 620), Tilling (Limited) v. Dick, Kerr & Co. (1905, 1 
K. B. 562). 

Since the statute is restricted to public authorities and their 
officers, it does not protect trustees of a statutory loan fund 
society, since as between them and the members the ordinary 
relation of trustee and cestuit que trust exists: O’Brien vy. 
Mitchelstown Loan Fund (1903, 1 Ir. R. 282). But in accord- 
ance with Lee v. Facey (1887, 19 Q. B. D. 352; ante, p. 713), a 
person bond fide acting as a public officer is entitled to protec- 
tion notwithstanding the invalidity of his appointment. 

(3) The Matters in respect of which Protection is given. 

(a) Acts done in pursuance of a statute-—The statute relates 
to proceedings “for any act done in pursuance, or execution, or 
intended execution of any Act of Parliament, or of any public 
duty or authority, or in respect of any alleged neglect or default 
in the execution of any such act, duty, or authority.” Putting 
aside for the present the reference to “public duty or authority,” 
we have words corresponding to those of the earlier statutes, 
and the decisions upon those statutes, which have been con- 
sidered above (ante, pp. 700, 712), are authorities upon the con- 
struction of the present Act. The express reference to “intended 
execution” of a statute adds nothing to the force of the words, 
since statutes of this nature have always been understood as 
applying where persons intend to act in pursuance of the 
statute, but fail to do so; nor, apparently, was the express 
reference to “neglect or default” essential, though these words 
render it unnecessary to rely any longer upon the authority of 
Wilson v. Mayor of Halifax (1868, L. R. 3 Ex. 114; ante, 
p. 700). Moreover, many of the numerous authorities to which 
we have referred, decided while the courts were trying to 
establish a working test for applying the statute, are only of 
historical interest. The mean between “a mere foolish imagi- 
nation and a perfect observation of the statute” (Cann v. Clip- 
perton, 1839, 10 A. & E. 582; ante, p. 701) has been found, 
and the courts have avoided giving protection to the defendant’s 
“mere vague opinion ” of his own power (Kine v. Evershed, 1847, 
10 Q. B. 143; ante, p. 712) by adopting the rule that the 
defendant must have had a bond fide belief in the existence of 
facts which would have conferred on him statutory authority, 
though the belief need not be reasonable, nor need he be aware 
of the particular statutory provision: Hardwick v. Moss (1861, 
7 H. & N. 136), Roberts v. Orchard (1863, 2 H. & C. 769), 
Chamberlain v. King (1871, L. R. 6 C. P. 474; ante, 712), The 
reasonableness of the belief is only an element in determining 
its honesty. If the statutory protection is given to a person 
filling a particular character, the defendant must believe in his 
possession of this character: Hughes v. Buckland (1846, 15 M. 
& W. 346). ; 

(b) Acts done in the execution of a public duty or authority.— 
Previous statutes, as we have seen, protected particular officers, 
such as magistrates, constables, and members of local authori- 
ties ; but there was no general provision including all persons 
acting in execution of a public office. Public officers, however, 


usually act under the authority of a statute, and perhaps the 
extension of the protection to officials generally did not involve 


But whether an official is 





any substantial change in the law. 
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acting in the intended execution of a duty cast upon him by the 
common law or by statute, the test of his title to the protection 
of the Act of 1893 is in either case the same. The mere bond 
fide belief that he has power to do the act complained of is not 
enough ; he must believe in facts which would give him the 
power if they existed: Agnew vy. Jobson (1879, 47 L. J. M. C. 
67; ante, p. 713). One of these facts is the validity of his 
own appointment, and hence, as we have already seen, irregu- 
larity in the appointment of an officer does not deprive him of 
protection ; Lee v. Facey (1887, 19 Q. B. D. 352). And if the 
subject-matter is in fact within the officer's jurisdiction or 
power, then he is not deprived of protection because of some 
excess or irregularity in the exercise of his jurisdiction : Cook v. 
Leonard (1827, 6 B. & C., p. 353) ; or because the statutory pro- 
visions are not strictly followed: Hardwick v. Moss (1861, 7 H. 
& N. 136); Selmes v. Judge (1871, L. R. 6 Q. B. 724; ante, 
». 727). 

, (Zo be continued.) 








Reviews. 
The Selden Society’s Publications. 


SELDEN SocrETy. YEAR Booxs or Epwarp II., Vou. III. : Epwarp 
IIl., A.D. 1309-1310. Edited for the Selden Society by F. W. 
MAITLAND. Bernard Quaritch. 


Sztpen Society. Borovaen Customs, Vor II. Edited for the 
Selden Society by Mary Bargsoy, Fellow of Newnham College, 
Cambridge. 


We have delayed too long to notice these two works, both of them 
from the hands of writers whose removal by death has been an 
irremediable blow to the cause of legal and historical research. 
The main feature in the last volume of the Year Books which 
was edited by Professor Maitland is the critical account given in the 


Introduction of the various manuscripts on which he had to 
work and the way in which they came into _ existence. 


The reports themselves he regarded as in no sense official, or, as 
being compiled, like our modern reports, primarily for use by citation 
in court. They were, in his view, merely the notes taken by students 
for their own use, just as in later days students, and barristers in 
their briefless days, attend court and take such notes as are likely to 
assist them. This accounts for the same case occurring in differing 
form in various reports, a matter upon which Professor Maitland 
comments in detail, exhibiting by examples the nature and extent of 
the variations. And after students had been in the habit for many 
years of thus collecting the law, the judges saw that it would be 
expedient to follow their previous decisions. Thus Prisot, C.J., said 
that it would be an “‘ ill example to the young apprentices who were 
studying in ‘terms,’ for they would never give credence to their 
books if the contrary to what has often been adjudged in their books 
were adjudged on the present occasion.” Thus, as Professor Mait- 
land remarks, English ‘‘ case law” is made to appear as the effect 
rather than as the cause of law reports. 

Sometimes the manuscripts are enlivened by interesting episodes in 
court, and not least by the personal reminiscences of Bereford, C.J. 
One of these recalls an occasion when the Countess of Albemarle had 
been summoned by a writ issued from the Chancery to answer 
“touching what should be objected to her.” When she appeared in 
court, where Edward I. was sitting, thirty articles were exhibited 
against her without any previous warning, and two justices were 
ready to uphold the writ. This brought Sir Ralph Hengham, C.J., 
down on them with charges of unlawful hangings previously ordered 
by each of ‘them, and he added: ‘‘The law Sie that no one be 
taken by surprise in the King’s court. But if you had your way, 
this lady would answer in court for what she has not been 
warned to answer by writ. Therefore she shall be warned by 
writ of the articles of which she is to answer, and this is 
the law of the land.” The story continues: ‘Then arose the 
king, who was very wise, and said: ‘I have nothing to do 
with your disputations; but, God’s blood! you shall give me a 
good writ before you arise hence.’”’ This tale of the wise king and the 
intrepid Chief Justice Professor Maitland rightly says deserved un- 
earthing. Attention should be called to the interesting account at p. 
Ixvi. of the manner in which oral pleadings were carried on, and of the 
relation in which the pleader or narrator stood to the litigant. 
Apparently a succession of pleas were put forward tentatively until 
one was hit upon which was good. And nothing in the nature of 


was at anend. But the whole Introduction is of the greatest interest 
and importance with regard to the mode in which early trials were 
carried on, and the reports of them 
In the second of the two volumes mentioned above Miss 

carried on the research which she had commenced in an earlier 
volume of the Selden Society’s publications. The primary interest of 
a borough custom, she observes in the Introduction, as of all custom, 
is the glimpse it affords into the remote past. She traces in detail 
the main features of the borough courts and their law and procedure, 
and compares this with the general law of the land. One character- 
istic of old English law, she points out, was the willingness to accept 
pledges in criminal pleas, a feature due y to the lack of prisons, 
partly to the sanctity of the pledge relationship. This is 
reflected in the borough customs, and it continued there, “not 
merely because it was an ancient privilege, but also because it 
was a useful means by which to oppose misuse of the seignorial 
power.” There was, too, the ‘‘house privilege,” which made a 
a man’s house his castle—due probably to a religious origin—and 
exempted the householder from arrest for ordinary causes within his 
house. The boroughs anticipated an amelioration of the common 
law, not definitely arrived at till the last century, by excluding trial 
by battle, though the exclusion was not complete; but while the 
duel was in disfavour as a means of settling disputes, compurgation 
was — and on a grave charge a man might in London and 
some other By ve obtain acquittance by the ‘“ great oath,” sworn by 
himself and thirty-six others. The early rules on distress are care- 
fully examined by Miss Bateson, and she points out that the borough 
rules are specially interesting, because they make it ectly clear 
that distress was regarded not, as at common lew till the reign of 
William III., as a mere right of detention, but as a means of satis- 
faction, and consequently it carried a right of sale. A year anda 
day had in general to elapse before the mn was effected, though in 
this respect the borough customs did not fix a uniform term. Miss 
Bateson traces also the special customs found in the hs in 
regard to contract, to alienation and inheritance, to the relation of 
husband and wifs, to rights in land, to minority, to seignorial claims 
and to wills, and the ookuie throughout bears witness to the minute- 
ness with which she had studied the early records and the illumina- 
tion she was able to throw upon this interesting branch of early Jaw. 








Correspondence. 


Compensation to Assistant Masters. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—With reference to the case of Wright v. Marquis of Zétland 
and Others, reported in your issue of the 27th of July, may we inquire 
the opinion of your readers upon the point, whether in such circum- 
stances, if the assistant masters are the personal servants of the head 
master, the latter would be liable to make compensation for accidents 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act? If so, a very serious 
liability is cast on the head master ; and the governing bodies of such 
schools would be relieved from the expense of insurance, notwith- 
standing that the assistant masters are paid out of the funds of the 
endowment. SUBSORIBERS. 
Aug. 28. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Before the Vacation Judge. 


NEW NIMROD CO. (LIM.) v. PERUVIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY (LIM), 
INTERNATIONAL CONSTRUCTION AND FINANCE SYNDICATE 
(LIM.), AND JOSEPH CRANKSHAW. 28th Aug. 


Inguncrion—Pvstication or Minina Reront—ConripentiAt Recationseir. 


Motion for an interim injunction directed against the two respondent 
companies to restrain them until the trial of.the action from publishing 
circulating, or making any use of a report, which the applicants alleged 
belonged to them, made by the defendant Crankshaw on the coal mines 
situated in the Chimbote district of Peru, and sold by him to the appli- 
ony yooloneatens in title, ber — re eptie = This com 
was formed for the p options perties in 
In 1903 they cioed foo 8 It GUniE on cotton ove © 
oan’ by the Peruvian Government for the construction of a railway 
m the port of Chimbote, on the Pacific Coast, to Recuay, and another 
tion over a large block of coal claims in the Chimbote district. At that 
e the respondent Crankshaw, a certified colliery manager, was in Peru, 
and the Lima Syndicate requested him to visit and report on the above 
coal claims. He made his report in May, 1903, and handed it 
the company, and his fees were paid by them. 
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including the above report. In 1905 Mr. Schafer wrote to the appli- 
cants and offered to purchase the above report, but terms were not 
agreed. In 1907, in the printed particulars of the sale of 800,000 first 
mortgage debentures of the respondent company, the Peruvian Pacific 
Railway (Limited), in part secured on the above coal claims, there was set 
out, as the applicants alleged, in practically identical terms, the report 
of Mr. Crankshaw refe to above. The applicants had dropped their 
options over the said properties owing to the reports of an expert 
subsequently employed by them. These consequently reverted to 
Mr. Schafer. In the affidavit of Mr. F. Lowy, for the applicants, it 
was stated that Mr. Schafer was the brother-in-law of Baron Jurgen von 
Honsberg, the nominal vendor of the concessions and claims to the 
Peruvian Pacific Railway. It was contended on behalf of the applicants 
that the report belonged as much to them as if they themselves were the 
authors of it. Crankshaw was bound not to make use of information 
obtained for them, and the regpondent companies’ title was derived from 
him, and they had no right to use the report whether they were innocent 
or not: Prince Albert v. Strange (2 De Gex & Sm. 652). The affidavits, it 
was contended, shewed that they were not innocent, For the respondents 
it was contended that the motion was misconceived, and should have been 
directed against Crankshaw. As no confidential relationship existed 
between the applicants and the respondents, who had purchased the 
report in good faith, no injunction ought to be granted. Confidence did 
not run with the report: Reuter’s Telegram Co. v. Byron (43 L. J. Ch. 661) 
and Philip v. Pennell (23 T. L. R. 718). 

Picxrorp, J., said he did not wish to prejudice either party at the trial 
of the action, but he did not think this was a case for an interim injunc- 
tion. He did not know how the respondents got wind of this report, as 
they in their affidavits carefully refrained from stating it. It was 
suggested that it was common knowledge in the City. This could easily 
have been stated on the affidavits. But it was not a case for an interim 
injunction, because the applicants were no longer dealing with the pro- 
perties the subject of the report; the report had already been largely 
circulated, and all they had to fear was that a future publication of it 
would lessen its value. This could be remedied in damages, and he did 
not think the applicants would suffer much damage between now and 
the trial of the action. He therefore made no order on the motion, and 

the costs. — Counset, G. W. Ricketts; Warwick H. Draper. 
Soxicrrors, Spyer ¢ Sons ; Barchells. 
[Reported by W. L, L. Bett, Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


Colonial Stock Act, 1900. 
(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62.) 


In pursuance of section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the under- 
mentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom :— 

Dominion of Canada, Inscribed Stock of the Canadian Pacific Railway 
3} * nd cent. Land Grant Loan, 1938. 

e restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section (2) of the Trustee 
Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (see Colonial Stock Act, 1900, 
section 2). 

Treasury Ohambers, Whitehall, 

22nd August, 1907. 








Obituary. 


Judge Mulholland. 


Judge Mulholland died at his residence, Newport House, Stafford, on 
Wednesday, the 21st inst., at the age of sixty-four. He had been in failing 
health for some time. Judge Mulholland, who was the son of Dr. J. 8. 
Mulholland, was born in Belfast in 1843. He graduated at the Royal 
University of Ireland, and was called to the Irish bar in 1865. He was 
called to the English bar in 1875, and before taking silk in 1894 his 

ractice lay chiefly in Liverpool. In 1897 he became a bencher of 

In’s-inn. In 1899 he was appointed Judge of County Court District 
No. 26, in succession to the late Judge Jordan. Judge Mulholland was 
related by marriage to the late Lord Russell of Killowen. 








Legal News. 


General. 


On the 21st inst. the Royal Assent was given to the Appropriati 
the Released Persons ear Law Relief ‘Act, the hikes toe ar ert 
Fisheries Act, the Petty Sessions Clerks (Ireland) Act, the Married 
Women's wy Act, the Probation of Offenders Act, the Butter and 
tirekeed) on the Evidence (Colonial Statutes) Act, and the Prisons 





The Appeal Court in New Zealand, by four to two, has decided that the 
Arbitration Court has power to order imprisonment for non-payment of 
fines. 

In answer to a question by Mr. Devlin, whether, in view of the result of 
the official intervention in the recent trade dispute at Belfast, and in view 
of the public unanimity in to such intervention, the Government 
would consider the advisability of appointing a permanent board of arbi- 
tration, having full power to interfere in and assist in the settlement of 
such trade disputes as might arise in the future, the Prime Minister 
replied : ‘‘ The official intervention in the recent trade disputes in Belfast 
was taken in accordance with the powers conferred under the Conciliation 
Act, which the Board of Trade are always ready to exercise when the 
circumstances render it desirable for them to do so. I have no reason to 
believe the appointment of a permanent board of arbitration would be of 
greater service than the Conciliation Act, which enables the Board of Trade 
to take action by various methods with the object of preventing or 
terminating disputes. I am informed that during the past two years the 
Board of Trade have taken action in forty-seven disputes, in most of which 


their intervention has been successful.’’ 


In answer to a question by Mr. Byles whether the Attorney-General 
had been furnished with information showing that the newspaper com- 
petitions known as “ Limericks’’ were often so administe as to be 
little better than fraudulent lotteries; and whether he now saw his way 
to take any steps for the protection of the large number of unsuspecting 
persons who were in good faith supplying the funds for these competitions, 
the Attorney-General replied : e materials furnished to me tend to 
show that in some cases, at least, the prizes for ‘‘ Limericks ’’ are chosen 
haphazard. If so, the so-called competition is undoubtedly. both a 
lottery within the statute and a fraud upon the competitors to whom it is 
represented that the discrimination will be exercised upon a basis of 
comparative merit. There is, further, the consideration whether the large 
sums subscribed are in fact distributed. The subject is under the con- 
sideration of the Commissioners of the Police, who are charged with the 
administration of the law, and have full authority to obtain proper | 
advice, and I would suggest that all further communications upon the 
subject should be addressed to them. 


The little collection of statuary, says the Globe, at the Royal Courts of 
Justice is to receive an addition. A marble bust of Lord St. Helier—it is 
still difficult not to write of him as Sir Francis Jeune—will shortly be 

laced in the northern corridor, not far from the two courts of the Probate, 

ivorce, and Admiralty Division, in which he presided with so much 
ability and dignity. This bust, the gift of Lady St. Helier, will be but 
the third memorial of its kind at the Law Courts. A marble bust of Sir 
George Jessel, erected soon after the opening of the building, stands at 
one end of the northern corridor; an equally good bust of | Cairns, 
presented by the present peer, occupies a place at the other. Lord Russell 
of Killowen, whose statue adorns the Central Hall, is the only other judge 
to whom a monument has been raised at the Royal Courts of Justice. 
Lord Selborne, Lord Herschell, Lord Esher, Lord Bowen, Lord Hannen, 
Lord Coleridge, and Lord Watson have all been left unhonoured. That 
Lord Selborne should have no memorial at the Royal Courts of Justice is 
particularly strange, for he was Lord Chancellor when the building was 
opened. Why do not the benchers of his inn pay a tribute to his memory 
by erecting one? 

In the City of London Court, on the 22nd inst., Hapgoods (Limited) 
claimed £3 18s. for finding a situation for the defendant, 8. E. Brown, a 
traveller. Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., said he noticed that the plaintiffs 
described themselves as ‘‘ brain brokers.’”” He had never h of that 
before. What didit mean? Plaintiffs said they obtained opin 
for people of ability. Defendant said plaintiffs were suing for a year’s 
commission, and he had only been in the situation eight months, Plaintiffs 
had sent him a threatening letter, saying that if he did not pay the money 
claimed they would take steps prejudicial to his interests. Plaintiffs’ 
manager said that under their contract they had a charge on the defendant’s 
salary. They had not enforced it. Ju Lumley Smith said it was 
rather a strong thing to put in. Plaintiffs’ r: We gave him the 
form to read.—Judge Lumley Smith: Oh, nonsense! It has taken me a 
long time to read. However, I suppose he will have to pay.—Defendant 
said plaintiffs did not secure him a twelve months’ B eayrrnnie 
Lumley Smith: I don’t think they say they will. ou cannot 
advantage of these fellows’ brains without paying them, you know, 
Judgment for the plaintiffs. 


The Royal Assent was given on the 28th inst. to thirty-four public Acts 
and twenty-eight private Acts, including the following measures: inal 
Appeal, Limited Partnerships, Advertisements Regulation, iage with 
a Deceased Wife’s Sister, Evicted Tenants (Ireland), Public Health, 
Patents and Designs, Patents and Designs (Consolidation), Fac’ and 
Workshop, Public Health (Regulations as to Food), Education (Admini- 
strative Provisions), Judicature (Ireland), Qualification of Women (County 
and Borough Councils), Small Holdings and Allotments, Council of India, 
Transvaal Loan (Guarantee), arg eg! Liability Insurance Companies, 
Irish Land (No. 2), Cabs and Stage Oarriages (London), Vaccination, 
Lights on Vehicles, Merchant Shipping (Tonnage Deduction for Propelling 
Power), Companies, Qualification of Women (County and Town 
Councils), Expiring Laws Continuance, Public Works Loans, Whale 
Fisheries (Scotland), Notification of Births, Sheriff Courts (Scotland), 
Prize Courts, Isle of Man (Customs), Vaccination (Scotland), Sea Fisheries 
(Scotland) Apenein of Penalties and Public Health (Scotland) Amend- 
ment. The following local Bills were amongst those that received the 


Royal Assent: Metropolitan Water apnd yyy &c.) Bill, Metropolitan 
Water Board (Various Powers) Bill, 
(General Powers) Bill, ; 


the London County 
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. . . 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lauirep 1x CHaNozERY. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, Aug. 23, 
mascarest, Encingenina Works, eo are 


eir names and addresses, and the particulars debts or claims, to 

Richard Bowman, 26, Birley st, st, Blackpool. Read, solor for liquidator 

DerpysHige LipeRar Paxss, Lirreo Creditor are apesiripine sa dk before Sept 21, to 
send Oe see i ad to Haydn 
Sanders, per, liquidator 

Diamonv Trapine Co, a are requi to send their 
names dresses, and the particulars of their debte dn } +, Jubb, 
151, Fitzwilliam st, Sheffield. Biater, Sheffield, solor fon baeidetes 

HARLESDEN CowstituTiowaL Crus Co 1901), a a 
before ry 24, to send their names and add: the pastiouless of ft their Str dobte or 


resses, and 
er George Parker, 2, Coleman st, liquidator 


claims, to 

InTEBNATIONAL ENTERTAINMENTS, Lite (1x Liqu1paTiox)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses and the particulars oft their debts or 
claims, to Geo: grt 81-33, High Holborn, liquidator 

M VaLpETTARO Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 5, to send their 
names addresses, = the particulars of their debts or claims, to William ‘Artingstall, 9, 
Albert sq, Manchester. Jones, Manchester, — for liquidator 


8. Sersenvensa & Sons, Luarep— 
their names a: addresses 





Credit on or before Sept 21, to send 

and the pastioulass of their debts or claims, to’ Richard 

Bowman, 26, Birley st, Blackpool. Read, Blackpool, solor for lig 

BaUNDERS & Eant, Luutzp—Creditora are = before Sept 21, to send their 

pames and addresses, and the particulars their debts or claims, to William Robert 

Miller, 21, North John st, Liverpool, Lamb & Co, solors for liquidator 

Stewart & "Tynee, Luarrep (1m Liquipatiox)—Creditors are — on or before Oct 
23, to send their names and addresses, and _ the of debte or claims, to 
Harold Sadler, 7, Victoria st, Liverpool, Hime & Lamb, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 


London Gasette.—Toumspay, Aug. 27, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m CHanozry. 


Ayewo-Iratraw Tato anp Prumsaco Mines Co, Limirep (mm snermenves) Catia 
are required, on or before Oct 1, to send their names addresses, a: 
sf their debta or claims, to Mr Robert Huntriss, $9, Old Hall st, Liverpool. North & 
Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Cawapran Frvance Sywpicate, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 23, to 
send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to Sidney Wells 
Money, 15, South st, Finsbury, Warner & Co, Finsbury circus, solors for liquidator 

FioatTina Exutsition Sywpicats, Limitzp— Creditors are uired, on or before Oct 7, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of r debts or claims, to Mr 
— Henry Hawke, 96, Victoria st, Westminster, Hutchinson & Cuff, solors for 
liquidator 

Far & Co, Liurrzp —Creditors are required, on or before Sept 28, to send in their names 

addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Edmund Stanley Walters 
and Charles Francois Simond, Peninsular House, Monument st. Passmore, Arundel st, 
Strand, solor to liquidators. 

Janez Essentiat Orn Distitume Co, Liarrep—Creditors are ae on or before 
Oct 17, to send their names and addresses, and the eir debts or claims, 
to Mr. Percy Bell, 5. New London st. Spreat, Ironmonger In, a. to » liquidator. 

Vaorrasie TEXTILE Fisre Syn pDICATE, LimiTEp (IN Vounrary Liguipation) —Creditors 

are required, on or before Sept 20, to send their numes and addresses, the particu- 
a of their debts or claims, to J ohn Hicks, 24, Lime st, liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug. 16. 


Ayprews, Joszpa Jou, Sale, Chester Sept 20 a & fe Meni boon 

Bays, Susanna CATHERINE, Folkestone Mowll & ll, Dover 

Bice, Epwarp Francis, Slaugham, Sussex, at Law Oct1 Lee & Co, Queen 
on ae Mawson, Durham 


Victoria st 
Rhy 1 
Deracock, ALFRED Ricuagp, Pemberton gans, Holloway 


Cuzray, Wit114M, Forest Hall, Northumberland 
Davizs, Taomas, Rhuddian, Flint Sept 20 Pierce-Le 
= ae 30 Waller & Son, John st, 
A 


Core, WILLIAM, Wellow, Somerset Oct6 Adam & 
P 
Fixx, ApoLravus, Lydd, cot | Auctioneer Aug 30 Hallett & Co 


a og a4 Kent 
Fropsmam, Joux Miz, MD Weybridge Sept 16 Mee S Oi "Birchin 
Gann, Acuzs Harpy, beat’ Sept 13 Andrews & Pode, Mi Devon 
row 


Ganyert, Mareaset, Mattock In, Ealing Sept 20 Bawls & Oo" 
Gaston, Taomas, Billingborough, Lincs, Grocer Aug 8l Bell 


) re Tuzorpors Jzax Pavt, Paris "Sent 29 Satcndos Co, Birmingh 
ILMAN, JOSEPH, Drysalter Saunders 

Licensed Bept 20 —— eee 
Henniques, Faepeaiox 


Maavixe, Georor, 
Gurrzaes, 1 Burton & Co, Surrey st 
Hi Makzy, 
Sor ag nh ae a 
Iuivy, WiILuiaM, Seabrooke & 
Jousion, Witsiaa, Kingston wpos Hull wy sot Bhalla Sot ah” 
commen, We Wii, tg BH, & Reay-Smith, Stanley, 
ees ‘han, Jarrow, Durham, Foreman Labourer Sept 16 Stobo & Livingston, 
arrow 
Jouns, Foaser James, Hafod, Swansea, Licensed Victualler Sept 16 Jenkin & Co, 


tr Honan, Pus C Flint, Labourer 20 Pierce-Le 
Rosgar, Coch Cefn Poly Mt Panton Den 


Kay, Toone Sheffield, Auctioneer 14 Pye-Smith , Sheffield 
Kinceron, Jcisa Jann] Jana’ bolingbecke ok Wet Kescagton Pack Bape 10° Boemes & Co, 


Lisvorra, Euex, ee & Birmingham 

Macayparw, Lif my By lak, ~4, Py 30 Prior, Colchester 
Mawesy, Epwiy, Bil oy mes Lisenasds Vick Victualler ug 30 Seabroke & Son, Rugby 
Miuues, Gzones, Nunwey, 


er: Faanozs, upon a wee Gee Manchester Paper bidgs, Temple Man- 


N — Tuomas WILLiaM, Reve? e) Chemist Sept 1 aaa Hull 
Oaxcey, Ecizaperu, Le ge mn Bediond 

Rassirt, Epwarp, Bept , & Tebbe . diode = 

Reapy, Mary Ann, 8t 7 on Sea, 

Eicumonp, Groner Tuomas, U pper Richenond rd, ye 30 Waller & Son, John 


at, 
Rivgs, Joux, Brettell Pawnbroker 1 OW; 
oven, prot Euiza, sub fate 23 Nickioge & & Co,  igeaed 
Scott, Baiweet, Kirk er Lawaon, Wietes Cumberland 
Scort, Jann, a arty mae Wigton, Cumberland 


SELLICK, yy Beal Be dy Vaddington 29 
Suz.ron, Aonss, Ri ~~ 1 Nisbet & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Oct 1 Nisbet & Co, et ‘s inn —- 
» Merchant Sept 30 


Jonzs, Joux, 
cama 3 — 


Sept 28 Kenrick, 


Sue.tox, Tuomas, 


Stmcock, Tuomas gota of Diggles & Ogden, 
Simpson, Epwarp Vatertiwe Houwpaway, matin on Thames, Potato Salesman Sepi 
27 Fox, on Thames x : 


Sewers, Hewey, Bristol Oct 1 
ALFORD, ALBREDA DE Village, Birkenhead Sept 30 
Weusen tote ‘ivontens divin Seale Hants Sept 28 & Co, New Broad 
HITTING ‘ous Everaarp, st 
Wiocox, Hexay, Ewell rd, Surbiton hill Sept ié6 Sherrard jy ay Abd, ~y 
London Gasette,—Tusspay, Aug. 20, 
Autzx, Francis, Long come cere, Conchbuiiter Bayt 20 Collins, Norfolk st, Strand 


Bawaau, , yy + Dixon & Co, Manchester 
Bextiey, Mary, Ipstones, Staffs Sept 24 Shaw, Leek 
Boxp, Timorny, Spa, Warwick Sept 


& 
29 
BoreLer, Captain Wittiam Joun Caspeap, Eastry, Kent Lowe & Co, gdns 
BowkettT, Eomusp WILLIAM, Baker’ Sept 28 Buller & bg he a dem 





Baapenaw, Sanau Ann, Loxley, Yorks 4 Younge & Sheffield 

Baockiey, James, Oct 1 Carrane & Newport, an | 

ae Rosner _Auvase, Edgbaston, » Plumber Sept 16 & 
ames, 

Brown, Henry, Rotherham, Yorks net | & Oxley 

Bourrertt, Lucy Extza, Christchurch, So age Od & Druitt, Christchurch 


Bout, Jouw Hexzy, Newhaven, Lio 
Coates, Hancovat, La 

Crawronp, Joux, teen upon fm nog 
Onosstncuam, Marcarst, Romford Oct1 Sandom & Co, 


Daviss, Masrua, Tipton 16 3" Hoan, Ramagate 
pe ry Se treats 
ARNSHAW, Jane, Higher Clark, Manchester 
Eustey, Lucy, Grimesthorpe, Bent Kanes Sepa 
Forp, Lym Southampton st, Fitzroy sq, went 30 Routh & Co, Southampton 


t, Bloomsbury 
Hatx,. Axx, Scarborough mes 28 Stone Lincoln's inn 


Robinson & Barrett, 
Lancs, Joiner Septié W: 


Hem, Nicsoxas, Padiham, ‘addington, 

Hopes, Euma, Newland, upon Hull Septi T&A P Hull 

Hotpey, Tuomas Cuarrzn, my ty Merchant Sept 30 Creeke & Burnley 

Houroap, Henny Howans, Nazeing, Essex, Underwriter Oct 19 Angove & Co, Gt 
+, 


Hottoway, Joun, Bath 


Oct 25 
Kear, Josera 80 fons Warwick Sept 96 Johneon & Co, Birmingham 
Kiike, Jonx, Cheetham a mchester, Confectioner Aug 81 Sasnusls & Wright, 


ler 
Meixiax, Acop 


tham, Lancs Oct 19 Turner & 
RE, JAMES, 
Nexpuam, Tuomas Epwaap, Wi 





Yorks, Blackamith Octl W & W 58 Dra Scarborough 
Ossoans, the Hon Francois Grore nd Wisdeor Smith & Booed 

" ‘on 018 Temple gdas 
Pasnsa, €ann Auwa, Abbey Fesagate, thaewcbury Sept 21 Hughes, Shrewsbury 
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Piatt, Jaye, ., Raivhill, Lancs Sept 14 
Pocock, Not: Lewis, Finsbury circus, 


®ravtr, Susan, Withiegton, Lancs Sept 7 
Ta.sor, 
Tuomas, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gas+tte.—Torspay, Aug, 20. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ayxcory, Groroz Cuanves, Selly Oak, Baker Birmingham 
Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

Barraret, Watrer Ricnarp, Walthamstow, 
Merchant High Court Pet July 4 Ord Aug 15 

Bonett, Water, and Freperick Airy, York rd, King’s 
Cross, Grocers High Cowt Pet July12 Ord Aug 17 

Brapsvry, Sypyey, ‘ horlton Green, Chorlton cum Hardy, 
Manchester Salford Pet July 16 Ord Aug 15 

Baowy, Davip WititaM Sipyey, ais Cross rd High 
Court Pet July11 Ord A _ 

Buans, Euanvr. Wi1sox, Crook, Durham, Grocer Durham 
Pet July 18 Ord Aug 17 

Burt, Witu1am Hesry, = lough, Proprietor of Boys’ School 
"Windeor Pet July 23 Ord Aug 14 

Cane, Faeperick, Askern, nr Doncaster, Saddler Sheffield 
Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

Davirs, Caanies, Tenby, Th Painter Pembroke 
Dock Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

Davigs, Wittiam, Aberkenfig, Glam, Colliery Engineman 
Cardiff Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 14 

Doroticn, Jvssrs, Caerphilly, om, 
Pontypridd Pet Aug il4 (nd Aug 14 

Dransrigip, Groroe, High rd, Willesden Green, Grocer 
High Court Pet June 29 Ora Aug 19 

Epwarps, Wiiu1ay, and Epwarp Grorce Mepway, 
Ethelred st, Kennington cross, Builders High Court 
Pet July 24 Ord Aug 17 

Exvversy, Gronar, Gt — Yorks,Cycle Agent York 
Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

Foreman, ALFRED, wy House Decorator Liverpool 
Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 

Foster, James, Highgate hill, Highgate, Provision Dealer 
High Court Pet July 27 Ord Aug 19 

Greenstape, WiLt1AM, St George, Bristol, Baker Bristol 
Pet July 20 Ord July 22 

Hiiurarp, Cuarvies, Smethwick, Staffs,Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 15 

Humpureys, Rosert Vavenan, ‘[Portmadoc, 
Portmadoc Pet Augi16 Ord Aug 16 

Isaac, Davip, Clynderwen, Grondre, Pembroke, Tailor 
Pembroke Dock Pet Augi6 Ord Aug 16 

Juxes, WaLTeR Henny, Stratton St Margaret, Wilts, Assis 
tant Overseer Swindon Pet June4 Ord Aug 14 

Newport, 


Bristol 


Lime 


Photographer 


Painter 


Lipixetoy, Revseyx, Pontypool, Mon, Butcher 
Mon Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 
Loxer, Pare Avecstvs, Bristol, Scotch Draper 
Pet Aug8 Ord Augs 
Miiuer, Joux, Nechells, Birmingham, Potato Merchant 
irmingham Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 17 
Mortianp, THomas, Citheriend, Lancs, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 17 
Nicnoutson, Wittiam James, Castle st, Falcon sq, Belt 
ufacturer High Court Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 15 
Paimern, Axprew Oocravivs, Boston, Lincs, Engineer 
Boston Pet Augil7 Ord Aug 17 
Pearson, Cuarces Herseat, West onEPen, Sussex 
Brighton Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 
Seciers, James Henny, Morecambe, Engineer Preston 
Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 17 
Suarp, Rosert Cuartes, Loughborough park, Brixton, 
Engineer High Court Pet May 28 O:d Aug 17 
Taytor, Ropeat, Longsight, Manchester, Builder Man- 
chester Pet July 18 Ord Aug 15 
Traenx, Jesse Cizment, Handsworth, ee Clerk 
Birmingham Pet May 13 Ord Aug 
Ware.er, Epwarp, Lavenham, Baek, Butcher Col- 
ch Pet Aug16 Ord Aug 16 
a Reotratp Artuur, Victoria st, Westminster. 
eg Contractor High Cou:t Pet July 31 Ord 
Aug 1 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Bowsr, Exiza Harriet, Penge rd, South Norwood 
Croydon Adjud July 3, 1297 Annul Aug 13, 1907 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Aug. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baxer, Reoiwatp Henry Tavriow, Quality ct, Chancery 
in, Solicitor High Court Pet July 1 Ord Aug 19 
Baus, Harry, Colchester, Grocer Colchester Pet Aug 19 


19 
Buackxsury, Gores, Cockermouth, ee, Grocer 
Workington Pet Aug 9 Ord Au 

Buaxeway, Roorr Hersert, Brimfeld, "Hereford, Farmer 
Kidderminster Pet Augi7 Ord Aug ‘7 

Bray, Danret Ext, Penrhiwceiber, ~ Confectioner 
Pontypridd Pet Aug21 Ord Aug 

Buwx, Atec Cuarzzs, Pulham 8t a, mai, Timber 
Dealer Ipswich Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 

Evaeorye, Groroe, Ipswich, Builder Tpewich Pet Aug 
19 Ord Aug 19 

Campsext, Groner, South = yeh: yee d Liver- 

Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 
Canara, Fraxx, 8t George’s sq, Pimlico, Dealer in 
uities High Court Pet July 22 Ord Aug 19 

Coxaxt, Matcotm V, Gt Russell mans, Gt Russell st High 
Court Pet July 29 Ord Avg 19 

DgEavit1ez, Bh and Jonny Crowes, West Gorton, 
a ~ Milk Dealers Manchester Pet Aug 1 

Aug 
Detmo®rz, a a st, Spitalfields High Court 
Pet July 23 Ord Aug 19 


Hutchen, 8t Helens 
Solicitor Bept 20 Williams, Finsbury circus 
Sanceree, Cuaries, Darton, Yorks Sept 30 Gribble & Co, Bedford row 
Savery, Jvtia THRoposia, Liandrindod Wells, Radnor Oct 15 Vaughan, Builth 


Sxymocr, Jonx, Kellett rd, Brixton Oct 18 Scott, Chancery In 
Dixon & Co, Manchester 


Grorar, Retford, Notts, Auctioneer Sept 29 "Alderson & Co, Sheftield 
Aonzs, Kingston on Thames Oct1 Golding & Co, Cannon st 











Tevews, Journ Bowmay, Southampton Oct 1 Paris & Co, Southampton 


Waitt, Joun aoe Gorpor, 
Woon, the Very Re 








Ever, H P, Strathfield, 
Winchester Pet July'2 0: 
Exprep, Tomas, Rickmansworth. 


“Ord Aug 20 Winchfield, Hants 
Sahaer 8t Albans Pet 
Aug 2 Ord Aug 16 


Fanisu, WILuiaM, rd, Bedford Park, Tailor’s | 
Assistant High Court Pet ‘Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

Panay Arrsur CyemEent, Dudley, Worcester, Grocer’s 

r Dudley Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 | 

oun ARAH, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Ironmonger | 
Leicester Pet Aug l4 Ord Aug 19 

Govetey, H Harte, Gosforth, Northumberland, Doctor 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 20 | 

Hami.ton, Ciaupz, South Shiel , Roundabouts Proprietor | 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Aug 3 Ord Aug 20 

Hearmay, Partie Atsany, Newcastle on Tyne, Tea | 
Merchant Newcastle on Tyne Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 20 | 

Hopsox, James Epwarp, Boston, Lines, umental 
Mason Boston Pet Aug19 Ord Aug 19 

Howarv, Josers, Amhurst rd, Stoke nam, Tailor | 
High Court Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 

Kewnisa, Cuantes Henny, Chester, Printer’s Foreman 
Chester Pet Augi9 Ord Aug 19 


Kine, Caances, Tunbridge ‘Wells, Saddler Tunbridge Wells | 


Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

Lorp, Gsoaer, and Heyry Atsgat Lorp, Worthing, Boot 
Dealers Brighton Pet Aug19 Ord Aug19 

Manniox, Henry, Huddersfield, Telephone Linesman 
Huddersfield Pet Aug 21 Ord ng 

Maatix, Wiittam Ropert, at, rby, Timekeeper | 
Derby Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 | 

Mason, Jonn Geonae, Craster rd, Brixton Hill, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

Moruey, Tom, jun, Jasper rd, Upper Norwood” High Court 
Pet July 29 Ord Aug 21 

Poem, Geroree, Walsall, General Dealer Walsall Pet 

Aug 17 Ord Aug 17 


| Patuster, Jouw Witiiam, Wallsend, Northumberlind, 


Ironmonger Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 29 Ord | 


Aug 20 


Paraick, JosepH Tomas, Kendal, Westmoreland, Boot | 


Dealer Kendal Pet Augl Ox ‘d Aug 2 21 
Payyz, W, and 
ae Pet —_ 31 Ord my LD 
PiumrTaeee, Ervest, Kingston upon Hu yen Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet Aug19 Ord 4 if v4 
Surrx, Wituiam Hewry, Cliftonville, te, Boarding 
House Keeper Canterbury Pet july 18 19 Ord Aug 21 
Srorey, Witt1am Witsox, Newton on t, Lincs Boot | 
Maker Lincoln Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 
Wacsrarr, Joszpx, Mytholmroyd, nr “+ Cotton 
Operative Halifax Pet Aug 20 Aug 20 
Water, Sreraen Perrcivat, Maidstone, Auctioneer 
Maidstone Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Aug 16: 


Cornett, George Freperick, Cambridge, 
Cambridge Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baker, poonase Henny Tuvetow, Quality ct, jag of 
In, Solicitor Sept3at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Bauts, Harry, Colchester,Grocer Sept 6 at 2 Cape Hotel, 
Colchester 

Backman, Caro. Apert, New er pam fi Southall, 
Tobacconist Sept3at12 14, Bedford ro 

Brows, Wit1ram, Pool Dam, Newcastle a Lyme, 
Staffs, Beerseller Sept 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, 
Newcastle, Staffs 

Buwy, Atzec Cuantes, Pulham 8t Mary, Norfolk, Timber 
Dealer Sept 20at1 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Burcorne, GrorcE, ye Dailder Sept 4 at 11 Off 
Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswi 

Bort, Wavaen Henry, Souk, Bucks, Proprietor of a 
Boys’ School Sept 3 at 3 14, Bedford row 

Cawati, Frank, 8t George’s #q, Pimlico, Dealer in Anti- | 
quities Sept2at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st | 

Crark, Aaron, Wi 0, Draper Aug 31 at ll of | 
Ree, Byrom st, Man 

CoxaxT, Matoorm V, Gt Russell Fo Russell st Sept | 


2at 1, Bankrapioy bldgs, ans 

Coryett, Georce Freperick, Cam nites, Petenenger Sept 
2at12 Off Reo, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Davies, CHARLES, Tenby, Pembroke, Painter Aug 31 at 12 
Off Ree, 4, Queen st, 

Demonte, ABRAHAM, pad at, ae Bept 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy —~— 

Emery, WILLIAM tues, Come , Staffe, Cycle Manu- 
facturer Sept 2 at 11.30 Of 1 Ree ord Park Tal 

Farisu, Wittiam, Hatfield rd, ford 
Assistant Sept3ati11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Greener Anraove, Reading, B Butcher B Bept 2at 12 2 Queen’ 8 
Hotel, Reading 

Masques, Pair Aupaxy, Newcastle on Tyne, Tea Mer- | 
chant Sept 3at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle | 


on 
Hump 4 af Joux, Oldport, st, Coed Oovtlon ,Salop, Farmer Sept | 
8 at 2.30 Wynnstay Ar 
lynderwen, Grondre, y Tailor 
Aug 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, st, Carmarthen 


Isaac, Davin, 
Jacons, Ernram Atrrep, Plymouth, rniture Broker 

Sept 3at12 7, Buckland terr, Ply 
Mason, Joun x Guonos, Craster rd, 

Sept 4 a! Bankruptey 

Maz, Hox, Yelverton, Devon, Coach 
7, Buckland terr, 
Mosriax, Tomas, Lancs, Grocer Sept 2 at 


Fishmonger 


lor’s 





, Carey st 
roprietor Sept 


On.snn, anes, Warrington, Draper 


| Caacuitt, Epwakrp, 
| K 


C A Epwarps, prom. Dairymen | 


Lorgp, Gzorcr, and Henry foe A Thin Worthing 





10,30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Trott, Ln Camden grove North, Peckham Sept 16 Avery & Wolverson, New ~ 

Waker. James, Eccles, » Eanee, Semana, Sept 30 Boddington & Co, Manchester ‘ 
rpenden 

vy Canon Cartes Wattes, Pwilheli, Carnarvon Sept 7 Dixon & 


" chester 
Wortey, Ferpesicx, Northampton Aug2 Shoosmith & Sons, Northampton 


Sept 20 Shaw, Clements inn, Strand 


Nionouts, Lester, Ryecroft, Walsall, Grocer Sept 2 at 1 
| P. a E Lag eee Hull, Dai A 
“es aNxesT, Ki m upon Hu iryman 
til Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, oil 


Hall 

Ropgrick, Wiiu1aM Anevain, Swansea, Electrical Engin 
Aug Siati2 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

| Watrss, STEPHEN Pexcrvat, Maidstone, Auctioneer sate 
4at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

Wuee.es, Evwasp, Lavenham, Baffolk, Butcher Sept 6 » 
at 2.30 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Wi, Wit. Hexry, Shaw Heath, Stockport, Groce 
Bept 3 at 2.45 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 


rt 
‘rank, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer ona 
off Reo, Wolverhampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Base, Benen, Colchester, Grocer Colchester Pet avell 

Aug 19 

Biaxeway, Roger Herseat, Brimfield, 1 - oe Farmer 
Kidderminster Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 

Bray, Dayret Bx, Penrhiwceiber, - oe Confectioner ” 
Pontyprid da Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 

Bunn, Avec Cuarues, Pulham St og Montell, Timber 
Dealer Ipswich Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

Campse.y, Gzorcs, Southport, Lancs, Butcher’s Manager 
Liverpool Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 : 

Case, Evizanetu, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne Newcastle) 
onTyne Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 19 

Warrington Pet 


Wun 


Augl Ord Aug 21 


| CLARKSON, Narwarie., Halifax, Saw Dealer Halifax Pet 


Augl Ord Aug 17 
Grasmere, Wotnatiant, Farmer 
Pet July 17 Ord Aug 19 
Deavittz, Wititam, and Jouy CLrowrs, West 
Milk Dealers Manchester Pet Augi Ord Aug 21 
Exxis, James, Shifnal, I ad Coal Dealer Madeley Pet 
July16 Ord A’ ug i 
Farin, Wiiuiam, Hatfield rd, Bedford Park, —_ 
tant High Court Pet "Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 
Fixtow, Artaus Ciemest, Dudley, Worcester, Groce 
Dudley Pet Aug 20 A ody 20° 
ames Evowarp, Boston, Lin co, Mincon Bestel 
19 Ord Aug 19 
Howano, osePH, Amhurst rd, Stoke Newington, lor ° 
High Court Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 
Jzssor, Hunsy = , Hotel Manager Canterbury 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 
Kewnnise, CHARLES Hor, oe, Printer’s Foreman 
Chester Pet Augi9 Ord Aug 19 
Kine, Cuartes, Tunbridge Wells, Saddler Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 nal 
, 
Dealers Brighton Pet Aug19 Ord Aug 19 
Mawnauetiuer, Oscar, et rene 4 Professor of Music | 
Croydon Pet A’ 
Maywion, Henry, maderatielae "Telephone Linesman 
Huddersfield Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 
Martixs, Witt1am Roper, ne erby, Timekeeper 
Derby Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 17 
Masoy, Joun Ey gy wy raster rd, Brixton Hill, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 
Morr, Epwarp Spencer, Fleet st, Journalist High Court 
Pet May 24 Ord Aug 21 
Patrick, Josrpx Tuomas, Kendal, Westcott Boot 
Kendal Pet Augi Ord A 
—$ ston upon ‘al, 
pon Hull Pet Augi19 Ord Aug 19 
Samira, yn = ienee, Cliftonville, = te, i 
House Keeper Canterbury Pet Jul Ord Dinos, toe : 
Srorzy, Witt1am Wituson, Newtoa on “4 7 
Lincoln Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 2 


a 


er 
PLUMTREE, 
Ki 


Taour, Joun Ross, Ottery St Mary, Devon High Court 
Pet April 30 Ord July 29 

Waasrarr _ sommes eee ur es, Cotton 

Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

| Ware fe » Bn Maidstone, Auctioneer 
Maidstone Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 17 

Wiis, mens Frepeniox, Victoria st, Westminster © 

toa Public Company High Court Pet July © 

27 Ord Aug 19 % 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Aug 16: 


Georce Fareperiox, 7 a Fishmonger 


CoRnegL, 
Camb Pet Aug id Ord Aug 14 
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REPORTER with regularity it is requested that ~ 
application be made direct to the Publisher, at 
27, Chancery-lane. 
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